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Abstract: The events threatening to engulf Australia as the Japanese 
imperial forceS continued their push through southeast Asia caused 
enormous concern for the Department of the Army as civilian and 
uniformed staff struggled to cope with large increases in manpower 
and expenditure responsibilities. The department moved, in January 
1942, to create an expert panel of accountants to provide advice with 
a view to overcoming these problems. This paper focuses uniquely 
on a small group of individuals brought together for their expertise 
in accounting drawn exclusively from the practitioner ranks of the 
Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia. The paper draws at-
tention to the fact that, while several of those invited to serve had “in-
side” knowledge and experience during World War I (1914-1918), only 
those holding the designation of chartered accountant were invited to 
participate, seemingly ignoring the great potential available from the 
wider profession of the day. 
INTRODUCTION
In January 1942, the Australian Department of the Army 
(hereafter the department or simply the army) moved to “en-
list” the help of a small element of the Australian accounting 
pro fession in an endeavor to strengthen expenditure controls 
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and other procedures necessary to provide manpower and ma-
teriel1 to the military forces in various theaters of war in which 
Australia was engaged. After two and a half years of hostilities, 
and with the conflict drawing closer to the Australian mainland,2 
Minister for the Army Frank Forde, with the support of Prime 
Minister John Curtin, sought to bring together a small group of 
highly respected, hand-picked senior accounting practitioners 
whose task it would be to provide advice to departmental of-
ficers on problems that had been hindering the military in the 
war effort.
There is little extant history of the wartime contributions 
of this or any other group of accountants and the senior de-
partmental staff with whom they worked. Official war histories, 
published and unpublished [Holder, 1946; Hasluck, 1952; Butlin, 
1955; Murphy, 1955; Andrews, 2001; Grey, 2001; Palazzo, 2001], 
pay little attention to their work. Histories of the accounting 
profession in Australia [Australian Society of Accountants, 1962; 
Graham, 1978; Marshall, 1978; Linn, 1996], the larger firms 
[Falkus, 1993; Armitage, 1995], and biographical material on the 
key participants [Burrows, 1996; Carnegie and Williams, 2001] 
similarly contain little detail of voluntary contributions to the 
war effort by accountants.
The provision of voluntary accounting services to govern-
ment in times of conflict was neither a purely Australian phe-
nomenon, nor was it confined to this department or this conflict. 
The British government had a voluntary accountancy advisory 
body in place during World War II [Stacey, 1954, pp. 178-179], 
and the Department of Defense in Australia also had a part-time 
1 A term used widely in military circles referring to the supply of material and 
equipment to defense forces, it specifically excludes the manpower component.
2 The seriousness of the strategic military situation is central to an apprecia-
tion of the increasing desperation that was enveloping all aspects of Australian 
society at the time. Despite trenchant opposition from Winston Churchill, Prime 
Minister Curtin in mid-1941 finally arranged to have the First Australia Corps re-
deployed from the Middle East to the Australian mainland. One division was sent 
and lost with the downfall of Singapore. On December 7, 1941, Japan declared 
war and bombed Pearl Harbor. Japanese imperial forces landed in the Philippines 
on December 10, 1941and had moved on to Rabaul in Papua New Guinea and 
Portuguese Timor by mid-January 1942. The Port Moresby garrison was rein-
forced with the deployment of two battalions of militia (the fabled 39th and the 
53rd) in January 1942. In an address to the nation on December 11, 1941, Curtin 
characterized this as “the gravest hour of our history.” He went on to declare that 
Australia could only rely on the U.S. for salvation as the U.K. would be unable to 
provide adequate support in the event of a Japanese invasion. The first Japanese 
bombing of Darwin did not occur until the evening of February 19, 1942.
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voluntary body operating during World War I. An Advisory Ac-
countancy Panel had been created in the Department of Supply 
and Development under the Supply and Development Act just 
before the outbreak of hostilities in 1939. A related panel also 
existed within the Allied Works Council through the middle 
years of the war. Interestingly, neither of the other two “fight-
ing service” departments, the Navy and the Air Force, pursued 
similar initiatives during World War II. Voluntary service by the 
accounting profession had also for some time been provided 
to a range of government departments associated directly with 
 prosecuting the war effort. This service was coordinated by and 
provided largely through the Central Register of Accountants 
(CRA), which had been established nationally in July 1940.3 
Involved in this initiative were the major accounting bodies of 
the time – the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
(ICAA), the Commonwealth Institute of Accountants (CIA), 
the Federal Institute of Accountants (FIA), the Association of 
Accountants of Australia Inc. (AAA Inc.), and the Australasian 
Institute of Cost Accountants (AICA).
Drawing on primary-source archival material retained in 
the National Archives of Australia (NAA), together with  material 
from other archives (the Royal Australian Army Pay Corps 
 Museum, ICAA archives), the paper highlights how a select 
group of professional accountants was in effect drafted into a 
strategic advisory role as the Army Accountancy Advisory Panel 
(hereafter AAAP or simply the panel). The panel’s mission from 
mid-1942 until its demise shortly after the end of hostilities in 
December 1945 was to reshape accounting and finance proce-
dures within the army. The paper documents discussions un-
dertaken and the decisions made at the most senior levels in the 
department, from the suggestion of a panel to the first confer-
ence where the decision was taken officially to create the panel.4 
In so doing, the paper initially highlights the decision to turn, at 
a time of great crisis, to the Australian accounting profession to 
staff the panel. It then looks at the criteria that were applied in 
the selection and appointment process. 
3 Department of the Army, minutes of conference held at Victoria Barracks, 
Melbourne, dated July 1, 1940 [NAA: MP508, 236/702/104]
4 Department of the Army, record of conference, Army HQ, Victoria Bar-
racks, Melbourne, January 21, 1942, document undated, p. 12 [NAA: MP742, 
65/701/220]
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CHALLENGES FACING THE DEPARTMENT  
AND THE NATION
While there is little detail in the archive of technical issues 
confronting the department at the time, unquestionably the 
main problems related to complications emerging from the 
need to manage expenditure of increasingly large sums of public 
monies at a time when the department was experiencing a con-
stant drain of trained personnel to active service. The controls 
over expenditure in terms of both acquisition and dispersal of 
resources were accepted as adequate in times of peace but were 
proving problematic in a period of unexpected expansion neces-
sary to meet the demands of war. Unfortunately, the constraints 
imposed on the department had conspired to render it most dif-
ficult to move departmental procedures in a timely fashion from 
an entirely peacetime to a wartime footing. Difficulties confront-
ed by the department are best illustrated by reference to com-
ments made by the minister when addressing, for the first time, 
members of the proposed panel. Briefing them on the changes 
that were occurring, the minister indicated [Record of Confer-
ence, January 21, 1942, p. 1] that in the two years of conflict:
The strength of the Army had increased from a Perma-
nent force of 5,000 . . . [and] a Militia force of . . . 80,000 . . . 
to present full-time strength of approximately 500,000 
men including the AIF [Australian Imperial Force], 
located in various theatres throughout the Empire 
and in a number of areas in the Pacific, and the AMF 
 [Australian Military Forces] at stations throughout 
 Australia and adjoining islands.
To illustrate further the magnitude of the changes having an 
impact on systems within the department, the permanent secre-
tary, F.R. Sinclair, reported in the same forum that the six-fold 
increase in manpower had been accompanied by huge increases 
in expenditure. In respect of 1942, for example, he reported 
[Record of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 1]: “Prior to the war 
. . . Department Estimates – Navy, Army and Air {combined] . . . 
in 1938 was £63,000,000. And now . . . Army Estimates . . . alone 
. . . is £137,000,000 . . . and we may find ourselves £30,000,000 
overspent.”
Actual expenditure for the army in 1941-1942 amounted 
to £187,000,000 and, by 1942-1943, this figure had grown to 
£298,000,000 [Commonwealth of Australia, 1946, p. 703], 
exacerbating further the problems faced. The dangers inher-
ent in such rapid expansion were apparent in respect of the 
4
Accounting Historians Journal, Vol. 36 [2009], Iss. 2, Art. 3
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/aah_journal/vol36/iss2/3
5Cobbin, Army Accountancy Advisory Panel
 department’s ability both to “deliver to the troops” and to thwart 
those seeking to exploit lapses in procedure. The secretary then 
made the pertinent observation [Record of Conference, January 
21, 1942, p. 9]:
Anyone who has gone through the last war immediately 
says ‘look out for trouble.’ You cannot expect to spend 
£150,000,000 per year without having every crook in the 
community trying to get as much as he can. . . . From my 
point of view they are there, and they are getting it. 
The minister concluded his comments with the observa-
tion [Record of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 4]: “Such an 
increase and such a dispersal over these wide areas must bring 
in its train many problems of a magnitude that in normal peace 
time few . . . in any class of business would have been called upon 
to handle.” 
As if to focus attention of the meeting, the secretary then di-
rected his comments to where he believed the real problem lay. 
He asked, rhetorically, whether “the systems are good.” [Record 
of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 4]:
I think . . . [you] will agree with me when I say some are 
good, some are not. . . . The government does feel very 
great concern that – firstly, the systems in operation are 
sound; secondly, if those systems are sound, are they 
appropriately applied, and thirdly, that we are really 
achieving economy in our objective in time of war.
The uncertainty and concern inherent in these comments would 
not have been lost on those present. That there were serious 
weaknesses within the department was beyond doubt. The in-
ference then was that considerable attention needed to be paid 
to systemic problems that were emerging and that expert guid-
ance was needed to formulate modifications to procedures to 
alleviate strains on the systems. 
INITIAL ACTION – THE APPOINTMENT OF  
CHIEF MILITARY ACCOUNTANTS
Towards the end of 1941, attention of senior management 
in the department was focusing on possible high-level addi-
tions to the organizational structure within the accounting and 
finance sections with a view to improving operating efficiencies 
and  service delivery. A preference for chartered accountants is 
apparent at this early juncture. The organization and staffing 
of  finance/accounting positions at very senior levels within the 
5
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army emerged as a major concern for J.T. Fitzgerald,5 chief fi-
nance officer (CFO), in a departmental memorandum of January 
8, 1942. As part of a wider-ranging consideration of departmen-
tal structures in the lead up to the creation of an advisory panel, 
Secretary Sinclair and Fitzgerald had discussed “the appoint-
ment of Chartered Accountants of high standing to controlling 
positions in District Finance Offices.”6 Besides indicating the 
need for these new posts within senior management ranks, both 
officials were signaling at this early stage a high-level prefer-
ence for senior, practitioner chartered accountants, thereby 
providing the foundation for all subsequent appointments. The 
proposal, as outlined by Fitzgerald, was to introduce a new layer 
of senior management interposed between himself and the exist-
ing second line of management, district finance officers (DFO), 
positions held by uniformed officers of field rank.7 DFOs were 
responsible for the administration of the district finance offices, 
also referred to as the AFOs, in each military district, at senior-
ity levels similar to the chief accountant, paymaster-in-chief, and 
the director of financial review.8 The new positions were to be 
designated chief military accountants, and the criteria for ap-
pointments reflected the seniority of the positions within the ex-
isting departmental structure. In the end, these roles were never 
formally created and no appointments made. 
The intention was for two appointees to “immediately 
undertake the higher control and general organisation of the 
District Finance Office,” and “be given full power, above that 
of the District Finance Officer, to direct and control the whole 
organisation and administration of the District Finance Offices 
concerned”, without “removing from District Finance Officers 
their responsibility for control of expenditure or their powers 
of approval of expenditure.” Fitzgerald believed that positions 
at this level of seniority in the department could only be offered 
to chartered accountants “with very high qualifications and 
at tainments” [Fitzgerald to Sinclair, January 8, 1942]. The min-
ister for the army subsequently concurred on the status of the 
appointments, reiterating the need to appoint “two Chartered 
5 J.T. Fitzgerald was not related to A.A. (later Sir Alec) Fitzgerald who appears 
later in this narrative. 
6 J.T. Fitzgerald, chief finance officer to F.R. Sinclair, secretary, Department of 
theArmy minute paper, January 8, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, G65/701/209]
7 In the Australian army, field rank includes major, lieutenant colonel, colonel, 
and brigadier.
8 Department Chart, Organization of the Finance Branch, December 1945 
[document no. LHQ/MISC/9805A, source: RAAPC Museum, item not catalogued]
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Accountants of high standing and qualification.”9 
Appointments were to be made initially within the second 
and third military districts (2MD and 3MD) respectively, the two 
largest districts where “the problems to be solved . . . are of con-
siderably greater magnitude than in other Districts” [Forde to 
Harvey, January 13, 1942]. Appointments to remaining districts 
would be made as needs arose. At the time, 2MD covered the 
Sydney/New South Wales region, while 3MD took in the Mel-
bourne/Victoria region. Army Headquarters – Commonwealth 
Forces, strategic, operational, and administrative was located 
within 3MD at Victoria Barracks, Melbourne where it had been 
since federation in 1901. When the panel was operational, it was 
also located within 3MD for the duration of the war.
THE EMERGENCE OF THE PANEL
Fitzgerald’s memo of January 8, 1942, in which the posi-
tions of chief military accountants were first proposed, was 
effectively the catalyst for the creation of the panel. As CFO, he 
also recommended to the secretary that a conference be held 
between representatives of the accounting profession and the 
department “to discuss questions relating to the organisation of 
District Accounts Branches with particular reference to account-
ing methods.” The proposal was for the president and registrar 
of the Chartered Institute of Accountants (sic) and the chairman 
and secretary of the Central Committee of the Commonwealth 
Register of Accountants (sic) to meet with the finance member 
of the Military Board (J.T. Fitzgerald) and the permanent secre-
tary “to discuss questions relating to the organisation of District 
Accounts Branches with particular reference to accounting 
methods.” There is no evidence that this meeting took place so 
that the composition of the group that met subsequently was 
based on Fitzgerald’s recommendation of four public account-
ants, “who had experience with Military Accounting in the last 
war” [all quotations from Fitzgerald memo to Sinclair, January 
8, 1942]. These four would be invited to accept membership 
of the panel. Those recommended were W.P. Minnell and J. 
March Hardie, chartered accountants of Sydney, E.A. Hamilton, 
chartered accountant of Adelaide, and J.F. Hughes, chartered 
accountant of Melbourne, all with extensive experience with 
government accounting. All but Hughes had provided uniformed 
9 F.M. Forde, minister for the army, to C.B. Harvey (eventual chair of the ad-
visory panel), Department of the Army letter, January 13, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 
65/1/358, 3889]
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service to the army during World War I. Significantly, all were 
practitioner members of the ICAA.
Sinclair’s immediate and enthusiastic response to Fitzgerald 
the following day, which set in motion the eventual establish-
ment of the panel, conveyed ministerial approval for the pro-
posal and (i) suggested letters of invitation to the individuals 
named, (ii) set a date for the initial conference, (iii) speculated 
at possible ministerial attendance, (iv) indicated the need for a 
press announcement,10 and (v) requested a letter to the prime 
minister outlining details of the proposal.11 The resulting letter 
to the prime minister over the signature of the minister articu-
lated briefly the justification for the panel “whose function will 
be to examine, consider and advise on questions relating to the 
finance and accounting organisation and methods of the Army 
Accounts Offices.”12
The minister expanded the membership of the panel to 
include “a[nother] member nominated by the Institute of 
 Chartered Accountants in Australia” [Forde to Curtin, undated], 
thereby extending further the importance of the ICAA in de-
partment deliberations. Advice was also provided to the prime 
minister indicating that positions (i) were honorary, (ii) should 
not unduly encroach on members’ time, and (iii) would require 
traveling allowances to be paid for attendance away from home 
cities. The first conference of the panel was set for January 21, 
1942, at Army HQ, Victoria Barracks, Melbourne. In closing 
his letter to the prime minister, Forde suggested the panel’s first 
item of business should be the appointment of chief military 
accountants in 2MD and 3MD as proposed earlier by Sinclair 
and Fitzgerald. A slightly modified and personalized version of 
this letter was forwarded to C.B. Harvey, chartered accountant 
of Melbourne, inviting his participation on the panel in his ca-
pacity as president of the ICAA.13 Harvey, who at the time was 
also chairman of the General Committee of the CRA, was to be 
the fifth member of the panel, which he would ultimately chair. 
10 It subsequently appeared in The [Melbourne] Age of January 21 and January 
22, 1942, p. 3.
11 F.R. Sinclair, secretary to J.T. Fitzgerald, finance member, Department of 
the Army minute, January 9, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, G65/701/209]
12 F.M. Forde, minister, to J. Curtin, prime minister, Department of the Army 
letter, undated, Army Registry date stamp only January 14, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 
65/1/358, 65/701/209, C70-10/1/42]
13 F.M. Forde, minister for the army to C.B. Harvey of Messrs. Fuller King 
& Co., Department of the Army letter, dated January 13, 1942 [ NAA: MP742, 
65/1/358, 65/701/209, 3889]
8
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Harvey, who had had no involvement, uniformed or otherwise, 
with the defense forces before this appointment, was, however, a 
practitioner chartered accountant.
The panel prior to the initial meeting therefore included 
Minnell, March Hardie, Hamilton, Hughes, and the later-invited 
Harvey. In order to fulfill the preliminary suggestion by J.T. 
Fitzgerald regarding representation from the CRA, A.A. Fitz-
gerald, chartered accountant of Melbourne, was nominated. One 
appointment still remained outstanding before the first confer-
ence, that being, as per the suggestion of the minister, another 
“member nominated by the Institute of Chartered Accountants 
in Australia” [Forde to Curtin, undated]. This position was not 
filled until February 24, 1942 when the nomination of W.E. Sav-
age, chartered accountant of Brisbane, completed the appoint-
ment process.14 At this point, all proposed members of the panel 
were members of the ICAA as principals in private practice.
TERMS OF REFERENCE
The objective of the panel had been articulated on several 
earlier occasions by departmental officers and, in each instance, 
the articulation was consistent as to intent although wording 
varied slightly. The initial proposal by the CFO on January 8, 
1942 was for the panel “to discuss questions relating to the 
organisation of District Accounts Branches with particular refer-
ence to accounting methods” [Fitzgerald to Sinclair, January 8, 
1942]. The minister subsequently amended this slightly “to ex-
amine, consider and advise on questions relating to the finance 
and accounting organisation and methods of the Army Accounts 
Offices” [Forde to Harvey, January 13, 1942]. The “terms of 
reference,” as presented on the agenda, refined this further “to 
consider and advise the Department of the Army in questions 
relating to the finance accounting organisation and methods of 
the Army Accounts Offices.”15
Initially, the proposal was to limit the panel’s role to DFOs 
whereas the final proposal was extended to take in the full Army 
Accounts Offices (AAO). This was a significant extension but, as 
will be seen, was not designed to limit the reach of the panel. 
The second difference lay in the area of coverage. The initial 
14 J.T. Fitzgerald to F.R. Sinclair, approved and signed by J.M. Fraser, assistant 
minister, Department of Defense Coordination (copy of) inwards tele-printer mes-
sage, dated February 24, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, G65/701/242, M827]
15 Department of the Army: conference agenda for January 21, 1942, undated 
[NAA: MP742 67/701/220, p. 1]
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proposal referred only to accounting methods, but the ministe-
rial suggestion was to give attention and coverage to finance and 
accounting organization and methods. Interestingly, in the final 
terms of reference in the agenda, the word and between finance 
and accounting is missing [Conference Agenda, January 21, 
1942, p. 1]. Whether this was intentional is not known. However, 
reading the terms of reference with the extra conjunction makes 
greater technical sense as within the department at the time, 
there were both finance and accounting functions. To confuse 
matters further, in his introductory remarks to the inaugural 
conference of the panel, the minister referred to “financial ac-
counting organisation and methods” [Report of Conference, 
January 21, 1942, p. 2] rather than finance accounting. Whatever 
the real intention, it is clear that the panel would be considering 
accounting as well as finance matters and not simply accounting 
matters associated with finance.16
From the outset, the status of the panel was to be purely 
advisory with the department reserving the right to act as it 
sought fit on advice given. The department was indicating that 
it would consider advice tendered, but decisions as to action 
and/or implementation would remain within the department’s 
remit and would not be delegated to the panel. The panel was 
to “submit its recommendations to the Secretary who in turn 
would communicate decisions back to the panel” [Conference 
Agenda, January 21, 1942, p. 1]. In terms of the direction the 
panel would take and the matters it would consider, the agenda 
is unequivocal that these were to be determined by the panel. 
Flexibility was offered as the panel was to have “wide powers 
under its terms of reference and will be given the appropriate 
opportunity to initiate action and to investigate at its discretion” 
[Conference Agenda, January 21, 1942, p. 1]. The breadth of the 
powers vested in the group at this point was substantial indeed, 
but was, nonetheless, initially limited to the AAOs. While this 
proposal ceded responsibility for workload direction and deci-
sions entirely to the panel, the department did, however, retain 
a right of referral. In this way, the “Secretary or the Finance 
Member of the Military Board” [Conference Agenda, January 
21, 1942, p. 1] could refer matters they felt needed attention by 
16 This is borne out by a later decision to change the title of the panel to in-
corporate the word “finance.” As of October 14, 1944, the panel was reconstituted 
under ministerial directive and renamed the Finance and Accountancy Advisory 
Board, Department of the Army, terms of appointment paper, dated and signed by 
F.M. Forde, minister for the army [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358].
10
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the panel. The referral option was somewhat circumscribed by 
an override mechanism where the approval of the panel was 
needed for a successful referral. For the referral to be received 
successfully, it would also have to be judged by the panel to fall 
within its terms of reference.
While the attention of the panel eventually devolved on the 
AAOs, where the major problems were believed to be more pro-
found and where the department was looking for maximum di-
rection and assistance, actual boundaries to enquiry were not to 
be so specific. The “question of the extension of the activities of 
the Panel beyond Army Accounts Offices” [Conference Agenda, 
January 21, 1942, p. 1] was included as a subsequent follow-up 
issue for consideration. This agenda item suggests that if the 
panel “should at any time wish to make a  recommendation” 
on activities which stretched beyond the AAOs, then “they may 
make representation . . . outlining the reasons . . .” [Conference 
Agenda, January 21, 1942, p. 1]. It appears in the first instance 
that the department was to restrict the area of interest of the 
panel but was mindful of investigations moving beyond these 
limits to areas such as ordnance-stores accounting and ac-
counting within the remits of the quartermaster-general and 
the  master-general of the ordnance. Each of these functions fell 
outside the direct responsibility area of the AAOs, but each had 
a specific link through supply of materiel to the wartime opera-
tional activities in which the forces were engaged. From an esti-
mates and expenditures perspective, however, they all fell within 
the remit of the Finance Branch.
To carry out its likely workload, the panel was to be given 
wide-ranging access to departmental personnel for advice and 
assistance both at headquarters and in the various DFOs. In 
keeping with the spirit of independence that the department 
was keen to imbue in the panel, few constraints were imposed 
on members in the pursuit of their work. The only restriction 
related to the priority of departmental work. Finally, administra-
tive matters such as (i) scheduling of meetings, (ii) appointment 
of a chairman, (iii) business activities, (iv) clerical assistance, 
(v) accommodation, and (vi) appointment of a secretary17 were 
17 The panel was given full authority to appoint a secretary and the subse-
quent appointment of J.K. Little, a non-practicing chartered accountant, who was 
at the time deputy general manager of the Melbourne Argus newspaper [Burrows, 
1996, p. 19], was subject only to ministerial approval and Department of Treasury 
reference on the issue of salary. [J.K. Little to F.R. Sinclair, letter dated March 
23, 1942 acknowledging ministerial approval of his appointment [NAA: MP742, 
65/1/358, G65/701/250].
11
Cobbin: The best brains of the public accounting world: the restricted membership of the Army Accountancy Advisory Panel, 1942-1945
Published by eGrove, 2009
Accounting Historians Journal, December 200912
all to be decisions of the panel. The department was to have no 
role in these processes, and in this area, the agenda portrays a 
sense of the panel being left to its own devices. While this was 
the intention on the part of the department, there was little like-
lihood of this proving to be a major impediment to the members 
as they were all individuals of standing and capacity who would 
have little trouble making the panel work.
Additional issues for immediate action not notified in 
advance included (i) the idea of “a subsidiary Panel in each 
[military] District” [Conference Agenda, January 21, 1942, pp. 
2-3], and (ii) whether there should be a representative from 
each state on the central panel. If the panel believed these pro-
posals to be acceptable, it was to recommend accordingly. The 
representation on the panel at the time of the meeting reflected 
a Melbourne-Sydney bias with three members from Melbourne 
(Harvey, Hughes, and A.A. Fitzgerald) and two from Sydney 
(Minnell and March Hardie). Hamilton from Adelaide and Sav-
age from Brisbane were the only representatives outside the two 
large military districts. While the four most populous states were 
represented, there is no evidence of an intention to maintain 
a representational balance between states nor was a decision 
taken at this early stage to establish subsidiary panels within the 
states. The idea was dismissed as unworkable.
FURTHER EVIDENCE OF DEPARTMENT PREFERENCES
To underline further the status of the ICAA in the minds of 
the departmental officials, the chartered body drew attention 
to announcements in the press of the appointment of the panel 
in its monthly journal, The Chartered Accountant in Australia 
[February 20, 1942, p. 334]. A further indicator of the “estrange-
ment” of other accounting bodies is the absence of any mention 
of the creation of the panel in, for example, the monthly journal 
of the CIA, The Australian Accountant, around this time despite 
the fact that A.A. Fitzgerald, a panel member, was the editor of 
this journal. Either the creation of the panel was ignored com-
pletely as an event or the other accounting bodies were simply 
uninformed about the development.
Further evidence of the status of the ICAA within the depart-
ment came shortly after the panel started work. In April 1943, 
the question of statutory authority of the panel was raised by the 
secretary in an enquiry to the Attorney-General’s Department. 
Sinclair indicated, in a letter to the department, a desire on the 
part of the minister for the army “for statutory authority to be 
12
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given to the creation of the Panel.”18 Advice was also sought at 
the time of the need for a national security (AAAP) regulation to 
that end. One version of the regulations drafted for this purpose 
acknowledged the standing of the ICAA. Proposed Regulation 
4(1) stated: “the Minister may appoint . . . consisting of practising 
members of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia, 
and such other person as the Minister thinks fit.” Further, in a 
second version of the draft regulations, Regulation 4(2) stated 
that “the member of the panel who is President of the Institute 
of Chartered Accounts (sic) shall be Chairman of the Panel” 
[Sinclair to secretary, Attorney-General’s Department, April 2, 
1943]. A presumption on the part of the department that the 
president would automatically consent to serve is problematic 
but further underlines the status of the ICAA in the minds of 
department officials. It also provides further evidence explain-
ing the selection of Harvey to the panel and his appointment as 
chair of the panel.
THE FIRST CONFERENCE
The group’s first conference, on January 21, 1942, at Victoria 
Barracks, Melbourne, was attended by Sinclair, J.T. Fitzgerald, 
L.C. James, chief accountant (finance), and Colonel (later Briga-
dier) S.B. Holder, chief accountant (AIF), representing the de-
partment, together with the six panel nominees (Savage had not 
at this stage been appointed.). The minister was also present to 
commence proceedings. In his opening remarks, he commented 
on the dramatic changes that had engulfed the department and 
the fighting service since the outbreak of hostilities. Not surpris-
ingly, the major problem nominated by the minister related to 
the complexities associated with the expenditure of large sums 
of public money and the “many difficulties of great perplexity” 
[Report of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 2] that had been 
encountered as a consequence.
After the opening formalities, the minister reinforced, by 
reference to the terms of reference in the circulated agenda, 
the desire on the part of the government to establish a working 
group unfettered in its activities. He observed [Record of Confer-
ence, January 21, 1942, p. 2]:
18 F.R. Sinclair to the secretary, Attorney-General’s Department, Department 
of the Army letter, dated April 2, 1943 [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, 65/1/94, 62279]. On 
advice from the commonwealth solicitor-general, this security regulation was not 
finalized as it was considered to be unnecessary.
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The terms are advisedly wide as it is not my desire that 
a Panel so constituted should be hampered in any way 
by merely dealing with odd questions which might be 
referred to it, but when constituted, it would have suf-
ficiently wide powers under its Terms of Reference to 
give it such authority to initiate action and investigate, 
at its discretion any matter which it considers of suffi-
cient importance to require its attention.
The minister was reflecting the philosophy of the department 
that was to underpin the creation and work of the panel; how-
ever, these comments conceded that the area of interest may be 
much wider than indicated in earlier communications. Accord-
ingly, panelists would have had little doubt that their  powers 
of inquiry and investigation extended across the full range of 
departmental activities.
Following the minister’s early departure from the con-
ference, Sinclair assumed the chair and, before opening pro-
ceedings for general discussion, provided additional expansive 
introductory comments that further explained the problems 
facing the department. He also provided an interesting and 
pertinent, albeit vague, account of a “lobby of interests” rang-
ing against the department generally and the impact that was 
being felt by the requirements to follow laid-down department 
procedures. To illustrate the point, he referred to a view at large 
that suggested, “The tendency is, with Japan knocking at the 
ramparts, and earlier, when the war first started, for the military 
mind to say – To hell with control, to hell with finance, let’s get 
on with the war” [Report of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 4] . 
He went further, observing “the military mind is saying that 
we must not allow finance to have any consideration in the show 
at all” [Report of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 4]. As an ex-
perienced and prudent senior public servant, Sinclair accepted 
the frustrations of the frontline commanders who were desper-
ate for more men and materiel, but argued “it takes five years at 
least to prepare equipment for a modern army” [Report of Con-
ference, January 21, 1942, p. 4]. At the same time, and in the full 
knowledge of the difficulties presently facing the department, 
he was acutely and immediately aware of problems that would 
likely eventuate if such a view held sway. Sinclair was attuned 
not only to the accountability role with which both he and his 
department were charged, particularly in regard to expenditure 
of public funds, but also to the responsibilities enshrined within 
the Audit Act and Treasury Regulations. The views of opera-
tional commanders would not, nor could they be permitted to, 
14
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override this responsibility short of an invasion of the Australian 
mainland. 
DISCUSSION
Selection Criteria Applied: Resolute action to bring the depart-
ment’s systems and procedures to a condition where they would 
satisfactorily meet the operational demands for materiel by 
forces on the front-line was necessary, and so it is not surprising 
that advice was sought from outside the department. That an 
advisory panel was created as the means to achieve this objec-
tive was to be expected as this strategy had been used on many 
occasions in the past. Having decided upon an externally staffed 
advisory panel, the decision to turn to the accounting profession 
is also not surprising. Reliance on an expert body of knowledge 
in the circumstances of the time is axiomatic and indicative of 
what Brint [1994, p. 40] refers to as “expert professionalism” 
that “implied . . . the ability . . . to solve problems based on dis-
ciplinary training . . . [and] that the training and skills received 
were highly valued” by the department.
Indeed, the profession was well placed within the business 
community and Australian society generally because, as Loft 
[1986, p. 137] argues, accounting had, in the decades prior 
to the war, “come to play an important role in the working of 
modern society.” It was also in a position to play a “constitutive 
role” [Loft, 1986, p. 167] at an exacting time in the history of the 
nation and a pivotal moment in the conduct of the war. Having 
determined upon an advisory panel staffed by members of the 
accounting profession, it is little wonder the department was 
specific regarding the individuals to whom it turned from within 
the profession. In order to expedite formation and maximize 
benefit from this initiative, both Sinclair and J.T. Fitzgerald ap-
pear to have readily agreed the qualities necessary for appoint-
ment to this key body. The criteria that were considered critical 
were commitment through past service and present status 
within the accounting profession. 
Individuals from the ranks of the accounting profession 
possessing two primary criteria were considered. The first of 
these was a background of “service” either within the army dur-
ing World War I or the inter-war years, or in other government 
spheres. This requirement, in part, drew upon close and endur-
ing associations that had been forged in and since the war. This 
expectation was subsequently extended to public service more 
generally. The second criterion, that potential members of the 
15
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panel should be practitioner chartered accountants, was more 
specific in application and was the criterion applied without 
variation to all individuals appointed to the panel.
Military and Other Service Affiliations: Army service applied to 
three of the first four individuals nominated. Minnell, a Sydney-
based practitioner, had held a senior post in army finance dur-
ing the previous war, serving as DFO at 2MD. In this uniformed 
position, he held the rank of lieutenant colonel. March Hardie 
had a similar background. Also Sydney-based, he too held a 
post at 2MD in the Finance Branch at the same time, later serv-
ing in a similar capacity at Army HQ Melbourne with the same 
rank. Hamilton was the first invitee at variance from the initial 
pair as he was a practitioner from Adelaide. His army service 
background was, however, not dissimilar, as he had served 
as DFO at 4MD Adelaide with the rank of major. Hughes, a 
Melbourne-based, specialist tax practitioner, as the final invitee 
in the initial group, had a different background. He had held no 
service appointment, uniformed or otherwise, at any time before 
the creation of the panel. He is cited as having experience in the 
Taxation Department, and this government service appears to 
have been instrumental in his invitation. Neither of the next two 
members of the panel was required to demonstrate government 
service. Appropriate public service sufficed. The chairmanship 
of the panel eventually devolved upon Harvey a week after the 
approaches made to the initial four. Harvey was also a practi-
tioner from Melbourne, and although his invitation extended the 
regional representation, it appears there was no commitment to 
regional balance per se. His public service amounted to chair-
manship of the Central Council of the CRA. Rejected as medi-
cally unfit for service during World War I, the final member of 
the panel, A.A. Fitzgerald, like Harvey, performed no uniformed 
or civilian government service up to the time of the creation of 
the panel. He had served on the Royal Commission into Water 
Supply (Victoria) in 1936-1937, had been financial advisor to 
the State Commission of Enquiry into the Victorian Railways in 
1939, and was intimately involved in the affairs of the profession 
nationally, holding several senior posts in different associations.
The prior military service of Minnell, March Hardie, and 
Hamilton was central to the relationships and networks that had 
developed between these three and the two most senior public 
servants. J.T. Fitzgerald, who was CFO of the department at 
the time, had an extensive history of active uniformed service 
and other service postings in the department prior to this very 
16
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senior appointment. During World War I, he attained the rank of 
captain as DFO at 1MD Brisbane following service at Gallipoli 
and on the western front in France. In the inter-war years, he 
moved to 2MD where he held a similar post rising to the rank 
of lieutenant colonel. The coverage of the key military districts, 
Minnell at 2MD, March Hardie at 2MD and later 3MD, Hamil-
ton at 4MD, and J.T. Fitzgerald at 1MD and 2MD would indicate 
close working relationships and familiarity within and between 
them as a group. F.R. Sinclair, as permanent secretary of the 
department, is not recorded as having held a military-designated 
post nor as having served in uniform, but as a relatively junior 
official in government service in earlier years, he had contact 
with some of these individuals. He alluded to this fact and ac-
knowledged accordingly in his introductory comments made to 
the first conference when he paid respect to Mr. Hardie “under 
whom I had the privilege of working in the last war” [Report 
of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 4]. In a similar vein, and 
following the opening formalities of the first conference, the 
minister recognized officially the contributions made by Min-
nell, March Hardie, and Hamilton during World War I and also 
acknowledged the contribution made by Harvey, A.A. Fitzgerald, 
and Hughes in other areas of public service.
Finally, in respect of the military, Minnell, March Hardie, 
Hamilton, J.T. Fitzgerald, the later-appointed A.E. Barraclough, 
and the panel’s secretary Little (together with Colonels Holder, 
Fordyce, Bennett, and Newton, mentioned later) were all 
commissioned officers in the Australian Army Pay Corps (later 
Royal Australian Army Pay Corps). Membership of this corps 
would have provided strong fraternal as well as professional 
contacts between each of the individuals. 
Professional Affiliations and the “Chartered” Designation: The 
crucial criterion in the final selection of the panel depended on 
the notion of the practitioner chartered accountant. Both char-
tered and non-chartered practitioners, providing fee-for-service 
advice to government and private-industry clients across a wide 
range of areas including auditing, financial reporting, and sys-
tems development, built up considerable bodies of knowledge 
and expertise. The existence of these reserves of experience is 
reflective of what sociologists readily identify as one of the key 
traits of a profession [Millerson, 1964, p. 5; Johnson, 1972, p. 25; 
Larson, 1977, p. 181]. This trait, which is labeled succinctly by 
West [1996, p. 82] as “specialist knowledge,” was the resource to 
which department officials sought to gain access.
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Limiting their reference to practitioners is therefore not 
surprising based on the original expectations outlined by the 
department. The requirement for members to serve without 
financial recompense, that panel duties not encroach upon their 
normal work loads, and that they be required to travel interstate 
from time to time would have imposed considerable burdens on 
non-practicing members engaged in regular employment, the 
conditions of which were likely already to be excessive because 
of the demands of wartime. In this way, the decision to focus 
specifically on practitioners was sound, and Loft’s [1986, p. 167] 
observation that “the qualified accountant operating from his 
professional office was [best] equipped to do the job” is fitting. 
That they were “masters of their own time” [Larson, 1977, p. 
235] meant that they were also particularly well suited on a 
practical level to engage in this work.
The department chose not to avail itself of the diversity that 
existed within the accounting profession between the practi-
tioner chartered and non-chartered practitioner accountants, 
but turned to the numerically inferior, practitioner chartered ac-
countants. To understand why the department imposed this sec-
ondary requirement that panel members should be practitioners 
and why this proved to be so central in the thinking of senior 
officials within the department requires an appreciation of the 
state of the accounting profession in Australia at the time.
Contemporaneous with the establishment of the panel in 
1942, “professional” accounting in Australia was characterized 
not only by the practitioner/non-practitioner divide but also a 
number of different representative organizations. While there 
had been constant amalgamation and rationalization through 
the half century leading to this point [Gavens, 1990], the profes-
sion in 1942 consisted predominantly of the CIA, the FIA, the 
AAA(Inc), and the AICA, together with the relatively recently 
established ICAA. The fractured nature of the profession was 
further characterized by an additional five minor associations. 
[Gavens, 1990, pp. 396-397], each of which would eventually 
be subsumed within other associations or simply dissolve. The 
ICAA had emerged as a presence in Australia in February 1928 
following the granting of a royal charter. This milestone, which 
was achieved following a long and sometimes bitter period, was 
“borne of struggle and compromise, not to mention . . . difficult 
liaisons” [Poullaos, 1994, p. 219]. The Australasian Corporation 
of Public Accountants (ACP), which had been established earlier 
as a national association based in Sydney in 1908, attained the 
charter much to the chagrin of other associations that had tried 
18
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and failed at several attempts in the previous decades. From a 
professional perspective, the charter was the prized possession, 
and “the symbol par excellence of professional status in Britain’s 
sphere of influence.” [Poullaos, 1994, p. 3]. It was also, as Loft 
[1986, p. 166] claims, the “ultimate seal of social approbation,” 
a status still largely intact today. The disappointment felt by 
those who had failed on several earlier occasions engendered 
bitterness and division that was to remain within the Australian 
accountancy scene for many decades to come. 
The journey to the granting of the charter was as much 
about the divide between practitioners and non-practitioners 
as it was about regional or other differences. The ACP largely 
represented the public practice side of accounting from 1908 on-
wards, whereas accountants employed in business and govern-
ment were largely represented by a range of alternative bodies. 
To overcome substantial opposition to the charter request from 
other accounting bodies, the ACP, as promoter, was compelled 
to compromise on the practitioner/non-practitioner issue and, 
according to Gavens [1990, p. 394], “substantial protection was 
given to non-practising members.” This was designed to protect 
the non-practicing members within membership ranks; how-
ever, the years between granting the charter and establishment 
of the advisory panel in the army witnessed the (re-)ascendancy 
of practitioner members within the institute. There is little 
doubt that the status of the institute had grown considerably 
since granting of the charter and that the institute had worked 
as siduously to reposition itself as the leading practitioner body 
in the years immediately following formation. The fervor with 
which the institute and its officials pursued this goal suggests 
they were endeavoring to achieve at least hegemony over private 
practice in Australia. In reality, their ambition likely extended 
beyond hegemony to (occupational) “closure,” a prospect con-
sistent with and widely covered in the sociology literature 
[Carr-Saunders and Wilson, 1933; Witz, 1992; Macdonald, 1995; 
Ross, 1996]. Attainment of these goals was achieved by building 
on the standing of the chartered accountant designation within 
the business and wider community, a standing bequeathed to 
the Australian profession by the body in the “mother country,” 
the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales. 
Consequently, in January 1942, the ICAA was an association 
 focused on practicing accountants rather than those employed 
in business and government, a situation that was to persist into 
the second half of the 20th century.
The willingness to engage with the ICAA and the confidence 
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shown in its practitioner members in the formulation of the 
panel was evident from decisions taken by department officials 
and the minister and can be seen as an endorsement of the suc-
cess enjoyed by the institute in its endeavors to build the profile 
and differentiate itself on the basis of its practitioner strength. 
As noted earlier, the mooted appointment of chief military ac-
countants in the various military districts was the precursor to 
the creation of the panel; the overriding criterion for these ap-
pointments that they be chartered accountants “with very high 
qualifications and attainments” [Fitzgerald to Sinclair, January 
8, 1942] amply demonstrates this point. This commitment re-
mained unaltered throughout the life of the panel as changes to 
personnel occurred.19 
Individuals finally invited were the earlier-listed Minnell 
and March Hardie of Sydney, Hamilton of Adelaide, and Hughes 
of Melbourne. To this group were added Harvey and A.A. Fitz-
gerald of Melbourne and W.E. Savage of Brisbane. While all 
of these men were chartered accountants, they were all drawn 
from the practitioner ranks of the ICAA, were all principals in 
private practice, and had all achieved a degree of prominence 
in business circles during the inter-war years. Each member of 
the panel held the senior status of fellow within the institute, 
a status neither easily attained nor readily awarded. With the 
exception of Hamilton who was a sole practitioner in Adelaide, 
the other members were all drawn from substantial account-
ing partnerships that were at the forefront of the profession 
of the day.20 The firms of Hardie and Savage had substantial 
19 Only two changes in personnel occurred. Hughes resigned based on a 
frank self-assessment of his contribution [Hughes to Forde, letter of resignation, 
October 27, 1942, NAA: MP742, 65/1/358 65/701/405]. A.E. Barraclough, 
practitioner chartered accountant of Barraclough, Fitts & Co. (later Touche, 
Ross & Co., ultimately KPMG Australia) Melbourne, was appointed to replace 
Hughes. Also with a military background, Barraclough served with the first AIF in 
France during World War I and was posted to a finance role prior to discharge as 
medically unfit for duty. At the time of his appointment to the panel, Barraclough 
was the chairman of the Central Advisory Accountancy Panel in the Allied Works 
Council within the Department of the Interior [Harvey to Sinclair, letter of 
recommendation, December 18, 1942, NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, 65/701/443]. A.A. 
Fitzgerald resigned to take up a full-time appointment with the Department of 
War Organisation of Industry [A.A. Fitzgerald to Forde, letter of resignation, May 
4, 1943, NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, 65/701/405]. No appointment was made to replace 
A.A. Fitzgerald. 
20 March Hardie’s firm, H.P. Allard, Way & Hardie, was a long-established firm 
from which Coopers & Lybrand emerged in Australia [Falkus, 1993, p. 4]. Hughes’ 
firm, Buckley & Hughes, and Savage’s firm, Walter E. Savage & Co., also became 
part of Coopers & Lybrand. Harvey’s firm, Fuller King & Co., was the firm through 
20
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pre-existing linkages well before the outbreak of war “as agency 
links between the two first appeared in 1925” [Falkus, 1993, p. 
41]. In addition to the panel members, the ranks of the ICAA 
also provided the secretary to the panel, J.K. Little, who, as a 
senior employee of the Argus newspaper in Melbourne, was a 
non-practicing member of the institute.21 
As to whether any of the panel members were members of 
other accounting bodies appeared to be of no consequence to the 
department. Representation of and from the wider accounting 
profession figured in the minds of the officials only in respect of 
the CRA, when J.T. Fitzgerald suggested initially that the chair-
man and general secretary be invited to discuss the proposed 
panel, along with the senior representatives of the ICAA. While 
the nomination of A.A. Fitzgerald satisfied both criteria, his ap-
pointment fulfilled the earlier commitment regarding the CRA. 
In this sense, his position was different in that he was the only 
member of the panel “nominated” by an external body, while 
all other members were invited by the department. It is unclear 
whether ICAA membership, the nomination of the CRA, or a 
combination of both were the defining characteristics on which 
the department acted with respect to A.A. Fitzgerald. Unlike his 
fellow panel members who retained membership only of the 
ICAA, A.A. Fitzgerald’s interests spread much wider. In addition 
to membership of the ICAA, he was a past-president of the CIA 
and editor of its monthly journal, The Australian Accountant. His 
letter of acceptance, forwarded in the name of the secretary of 
the CRA,22 indicates membership of three accounting bodies, in-
cluding the chartered institute. It is also pertinent to recall that 
Harvey, who was appointed to the panel in his capacity as the 
president of the ICAA, also held the chairmanship of the General 
Committee of the CRA. 
While the department sought representation from the ICAA 
and the CRA “as representatives of the accountancy profession,” 
words of caution are necessary. Although it would be reasonable 
to regard the institute as a representative of the profession, it 
is not accurate to assert that the institute was representative of 
the profession. As a practitioner-focused body, it had a relatively 
which Arthur Andersen entered the Australian market in 1961. A.A. Fitzgerald’s 
firm, Fitzgerald & Tompson, was later to become part of Ernst and Young.
21 He was later to become senior partner at Fuller King & Co., Melbourne 
[Burrows, 1996, p. 16]. 
22 C.W. Anderson, secretary, Central Register of Accountants to F.M. Forde, 
minister for the army, letter, January 20, 1942 [NAA: MP742, 65/1/358, G65/701/209, 
C70/10/1/42] 
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narrow base within the profession. The idea that the CRA might 
represent the “rest” of the accounting profession or was repre-
sentative of the wider profession was flawed as its role was quite 
specific. It acted as a registration body in the first instance, and 
then as a liaison agency between individuals who had registered 
for voluntary service and the departments to which they would 
provide service. It was not a professional accounting body, nor 
did it have a mandate to represent the profession. That Sinclair 
and J.T. Fitzgerald chose this approach suggests a high level of 
respect for the practitioner chartered accountant, on the one 
hand, but, at the same time, it indicates a sense of loyalty to 
the CRA that reflected neither its brief nor its status. The army 
was an important consumer of the voluntary services provided 
through the CRA, so both men would have been well acquainted 
with its operations. It is therefore difficult to believe that they 
had a genuine view that the CRA was representative of the pro-
fession as they were both well attuned to the wider professional 
accounting community. J.T. Fitzgerald was himself a qualified 
accountant holding membership in a rival body, the FIA, al-
though he was not a chartered accountant. Sinclair, as the most 
senior public servant, is not known to have held membership 
in any accounting bodies but had been closely associated with 
members of the profession for several decades. Interestingly, 
a number of subordinate officials within the department were 
chartered accountants, including Colonel S.B. Holder,23 who 
held the post of chief ccountant AIF; Lt. Colonel G.L. Bennett, 
chief inspector of accounts; Colonel D. Fordyce, DFO – 3MD; 
and Lt. Colonel A.C. Newton, DFO – 5MD. However, there is no 
evidence to suggest that any of these senior officers were con-
sulted in the panel’s creation process. 
Utilizing Network Contacts: In creating the advisory accountancy 
panel to fulfill the role as initially laid out, both J.T. Fitzgerald 
and Sinclair drew initial support from a source of relative com-
fort. Resorting to contacts based firmly on past associations, 
particularly those borne of military service in periods of conflict 
and peace, was a safe approach to take. The initial invitations as 
extended to Minnell, March Hardie, and Hamilton in particular 
reflect this philosophy and demonstrate a willingness to tap 
into a network of contacts that had most likely survived and 
23 Holder was a partner with Spry, Walker & Co., Melbourne (later Touche, 
Ross & Co., ultimately KPMG Australia, 1958) in the inter-war period. Holder saw 
active service in France during World War I.
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prospered over a quarter of a century. While there was some 
geographical spread in respect of the contacts, with Sinclair 
and J.T. Fitzgerald in Melbourne, Minnell and March Hardie in 
Sydney, and Hamilton in Adelaide, the “tyranny of distance” that 
so often affected communication in Australia at the time would 
have been a relatively minor impediment given the army-related 
service of each of the individuals covered the key military dis-
tricts and their common membership in the same Army corps. 
The contacts and working relationships within this environment 
were extensive, and as serving officers or officials, they would 
have been well acquainted on both a professional and personal 
level. That Minnell, March Hardie, and Hamilton all happened 
to be practicing chartered accountants proved fortuitous in that 
the department was able to gain access to a wider network of 
associates of which each of these individuals were members, the 
network of practitioner chartered accountants.
The approaches used by the department to identify mem-
bers for the panel can be viewed from two different perspectives. 
First, it is possible the initiative emanated solely from within the 
department by tapping into contacts within existing networks 
based around prior military service. From this perspective, 
linkages within the network were utilized in a one-way direc-
tion. This would support the proposition that Sinclair and J.T. 
Fitzgerald conceived of the need for the panel to overcome the 
difficulties faced, formalized the concept, and presented it to the 
minister who embraced the idea with enthusiasm. The willing-
ness shown by the invitees to participate would have been wel-
comed but confidently anticipated. 
Alternatively, a more complex set of dynamics existed and 
operated. On the declaration of war, and Australia’s joining the 
conflict in 1939, many of the representative accounting bodies 
immediately and formally declared unconditional commitment 
to the war effort and promised access to expertise as and when 
the government indicated a need.24 At the time, these offers were 
framed in broad and general terms giving little hint as to specific 
initiatives such as the panel. They do, however, convey a willing-
ness and openness on the part of the profession to work very 
closely with any arm of the government in any form deemed 
 appropriate. A number of specific initiatives were to emerge 
24 See, for example, S.W. Griffith, president, Commonwealth Institute of Ac-
countants, letter to J.A. Lyons, prime minister of Australia, December 1, 1938 and 
C.W. Anderson, registrar, Commonwealth Institute of Accountants, letter to secre-
tary – Military Board, September 14, 1939 [NAA: A664, 524/402/590, 524/402/32].
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at various times throughout the conflict; the panel is but one 
example. In light of the myriad linkages within the professional 
networks, some involvement on the part of the profession in 
devising the panel concept is possible and a reasonable expecta-
tion. Informal conversations and semi-formal consultations on 
a range of complex problems between department officials and 
those in the profession with whom they had close links may have 
been precursors to proceeding with a “panel” strategy. There is, 
however, no evidence to suggest accounting professionals or 
the professional bodies themselves played an initiating role in 
conceiving the idea for the panel or its subsequent creation,25 
although the possibility cannot be ruled out.
Besides the links based on past service, proponents of the 
panel more particularly determined that members should be 
chartered accountants of standing. Despite the fact that they 
were themselves members of alternative (and at times, compet-
ing) accounting bodies, senior departmental officials restricted 
membership by focusing exclusively on the practitioner ranks of 
the ICAA. 
A decision based exclusively in the department with no ref-
erence to outside sources and with links to the network utilized 
in a single direction is the more likely modus operandi and ex-
plains the selection of the initial three (Minnell, March Hardie, 
and Hamilton) and maybe the fourth member (Hughes). Tap-
ping into a network of familiar acquaintances initially identified 
a core of individuals. That they were each practitioner chartered 
accountants (coincidentally or otherwise) either created or 
reinforced within the department the stature of this category 
of accountants. The requirement then to restrict membership 
to practitioner members of the “premier” accounting body was 
a natural extension when the make-up was finalized. Having 
settled on the four core members of the panel, further informal 
discussions identified others from within the business communi-
ty known to both sides but particularly the core panel members. 
That they were practitioners would be of little surprise as they 
would have tapped further into business community networks 
of which each was well acquainted. 
The later appointments of Harvey and Savage are consistent 
with this explanation. As indicated earlier, both Savage and 
25 The minutes of the ICAA General Council at the time contain one reference 
only to the panel through five years of the war [item #2966, dated May 19, 1942]. On 
this occasion, the Council recorded its congratulations on Harvey’s appointment 
to chair the panel.
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March Hardie had on-going agency links through their respec-
tive firms. Harvey’s appointment was made expressly in his 
capacity as president of the ICAA, a post identified earlier by de-
partment officials as being of particular importance. At the same 
time, Harvey also held the additional high-profile position of 
national chairman of the General Committee of the CRA, a post 
domiciled in Victoria. The appointment of A.A. Fitzgerald, as 
noted earlier, is atypical as he is the only individual “nominated” 
by an outside body. While he was nominated by the CRA, his 
nomination is still, however, deeply embedded in the profession-
al and business networks of the time as he was, with Harvey, a 
key figure in CRA activities in Victoria. His status as a chartered 
accountant within the ranks of the CRA, as well as his profile 
within this organization and on a wider national scale, suggests 
he was well known to Harvey. It is reasonable to assume that 
they were both well acquainted and that A.A. Fitzgerald’s mem-
bership of the ICAA, particularly as a practitioner-member, was 
a relevant factor when the nomination was put forward by the 
CRA. 
The sole change in personnel on the panel also matches 
the scenario as presented. The resignations of Hughes (October 
1942) and A.A. Fitzgerald (May 1943) led to the appointment 
of A.E. Barraclough. As a practitioner chartered accountant, 
principal in private practice in a large, well-respected, top-tier 
Melbourne firm, he matched the profile of the earlier appointees 
extremely well. As noted earlier he also had an active-service, 
military background from World War I (western front, France), 
finishing the war in the Finance Branch. Barraclough was at 
the time of his appointment a fellow councilor on the National 
Council of the ICAA with Harvey, and he also held the position 
of state registrar of the institute in Victoria. It is reasonable to 
assume therefore that they were well acquainted, and so, on 
the recommendation of Harvey, it is not surprising that Bar-
raclough’s nomination was accepted without question as a safe 
replacement for the departing panelists. 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS
The histories of Australia’s involvement in World War II 
contain very little recognition of specialist contributions made 
by the Australian accounting profession. Institutional histories 
of government departments and sections therein, accountancy 
societies, and large firms in Australia, together with the lim-
ited biographical material on leading accountancy figures, are 
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similarly deficient. This paper seeks to redress in part that de-
ficiency, and, in so doing, to provide an account of the creation 
within the Department of the Army of an advisory accountancy 
panel. Formal establishment of the AAAP appears to have been 
a cir cuitous process, but the initiative was effectively concluded 
within a three-week period in early 1942. Great difficulties were 
being experienced at the time in meeting the requirements of 
the fighting services in a timely manner as a range of accounting 
and finance-related issues affecting materiel delivery were caus-
ing considerable problems. Coping with inadequate systems and 
controls combined with the requirement to administer greatly 
increased sums of public monies, all in the face of consider-
able pressure both from within and without the department, 
were proving to be particularly troublesome. These problems 
were judged to be of sufficient gravity to warrant consideration 
of creative options to overcome them. The Department of the 
Army turned, at a crucial point in the conduct of the war, to the 
Australian accounting profession when it settled upon an ac-
countancy advisory panel as the strategy of choice. In so doing 
they turned to a group whom they judged to be in possession of 
expert skills necessary for the task. 
The minister for the army and his two most senior public 
servants chose whom to call on to staff the panel. They were in 
little doubt as to the qualities they believed to be necessary for 
service on the panel. They felt a need to bring to the task men 
in whom they had confidence and men they could be assured 
would be up to the task and able to undertake the work with 
minimal delay. To this end, they set strict criteria for selection, 
and, in so doing, opened up the opportunity to gain access to a 
coterie of individuals at the pinnacle of the Australian account-
ing profession of the time. 
In the initial phase of the appointment process, they turned 
to a reserve of men with strong public-service experience, typi-
cally linked to service within the Department of the Army – Fi-
nance Branch during World War I. Their experience was com-
plemented by long-standing relationships between these former 
officers, now eminent accountants, and the existing senior of-
ficials of the department, some of whom had served under them 
in earlier times. A level of familiarity and comfort was evident 
which simplified the initial selection process. The acceptance 
and willingness to serve reflected this situation. 
In practice, the primary criterion and preference proved to 
be the designation of chartered accountant. The proposal to ap-
point chief military accountants, the invitation to senior officials 
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of the ICAA and the CRA to the first conference, the suggestions 
on the part of the minister to expand the size of the panel, and 
the eventual decision to “appoint” the national president to 
chair the panel, together with the request for a national security 
regulation, all attest to the exclusivity attaching to this group of 
accountants over all others. At no time with any of these initia-
tives is there a suggestion that members of other representative 
bodies should be considered. Interestingly, the decision was tak-
en and the resolve maintained despite the fact that the CFO and 
other officials were members of competing accountancy bodies. 
By contrast, within the Department of Supply and Develop-
ment, an Accountancy Advisory Panel had been created in late 
1939 to monitor “matters relating to arrangements for ascertain-
ing costs and for the control and limitation of profits in relation 
to the production of munitions” [Section 5(1) of the Supply 
and Development Act, 1939]. The membership of this body, 
with prime-ministerial imprimatur, was drawn widely from the 
five leading accounting societies of the time, ostensibly to tap 
into an expansive body of expertise in the area of costing and 
costing procedures. The strategy used in this instance to iden-
tify members for this panel was to invite each of the accounting 
bodies to nominate up to three member names for consideration 
by the government. The army minister’s comment to the first 
conference provides a plausible explanation for the different 
approaches as between the two departments. The minister 
intimated to the panel that he was drawing upon what he and 
the department believed to be the “best brains of the Public Ac-
counting world” [Record of Conference, January 21, 1942, p. 3], 
and, by so doing, was in effect saying to the world at large that 
the best expertise resided within the ranks of the practitioner 
chartered accountants. A stronger endorsement of the standing 
of this group would be difficult to find. 
While the designation “chartered accountant” proved to be 
fundamental in the final constitution of the panel, in reality the 
criteria were refined even further. On a number of occasions, 
when determining conditions for membership, the issue of en-
hanced standing within the profession was canvassed. To this 
end, being a practitioner chartered accountant proved to be 
merely a preliminary characteristic as only principals in private 
practice were appointed. The department was able to gain ac-
cess to those at the pinnacle not only of their professional lives 
but also of the accounting profession at that time.
Despite the restrictive criteria effectively applied to the 
appointment process, the call to the accounting profession at 
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a time of seriously heightened anxiety in the Australian com-
munity is testament to the standing that accounting held at 
the time. That the department was prepared to entrust such a 
crucial role to the profession bears witness to the professional-
ism that had been building within accounting in Australia over 
preceding decades. It is also further evidence of what Anderson 
[2002] referred to as the growing maturation of accounting in 
Australia, and so the creation of the panel and the appointment 
of these senior practitioners to this role is a significant milestone 
in the development of accountancy in Australia.
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